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THE DATES OF THE EXILES OF PEISISTRATOS. 

By Harold N. Fowler. 

SINCE the discovery and publication of the 'kfhpnwav TrokiTtCa of 
Aristotle various attempts have been made to reconcile the 
Aristotelian account of Peisistratos and his rule with the facts (or 
supposed facts) known from other sources. In his note on 'k6. woA. 
14. 3, Sandys gives a conspectus of the views of Bauer, Poland, 
Kenyon, and Th. Reinach, and discusses them at some length, with- 
out, however, reaching any definite conclusion. Since the appearance 
of Sandys' edition, U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Aristoteles und 
Athen, vol. I, pp. 21 ff.) and J. B. Bury {Class. Rev. 1895, pp. 106 f.) 
have propounded new theories. If I bring forward still another 
attempt at a solution of the difficulties, it is because one or two small 
but important considerations seem to me to have been overlooked. 
For convenience I copy Sandys' table of the four systems of 
chronology first mentioned above, adding those of v. Wilamowitz- 
Moellendorff and Bury. 
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Two dates may be regarded as fixed. Peisistratos began to rule 
in 560 and died in 527. These dates have long been known, and 
v. Wilamowitz {I.e.) has reviewed the evidence without finding a flaw 
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in it. That the first rvpawis lasted five years is distinctly stated °A0. 
ttoX. 14. 3, ovTrti) oe rfjs apx^ s ippi£<op.evris bp.o<ppovrjcravTes [01] ire.pl rbv 
MeyaicXea Kal rbv AvKOv[pyo\v l£e/3a\ov avrbv cktw !t« /tera ttjv irp<i>Trjv 
Karao-rao-iv, i<p' 'Hyrjo-iov ap^orros. So far all is in order, or, at any 
rate, nobody has as yet objected to the term of five years for the first 
Tvpawis. 

The statement in the 'A0. woX. concerning the duration of the first 
exile has been rejected with great unanimity. We read Ztci Se 8<o8e- 
Karo) jUETa ravTa wtpieXa.vvop.cvos 6 MeyaicX^s rfj oTaxrci, irdXiv eiriK-qpvKev- 
<Ta.ii.evos irpbs [rb]v HtioiO'TpaTov i<p <o re tyjv Ovyarepa avrov Xytj/CTai, 
Kari^yayev avrov a.pxa'iKU>i Kal Atay airXoi'S. This has been altered in 
various ways. Bauer, Poland, and Bury assume that era SiaSeKarw is 
reckoned from the beginning of the first TvpawU. This necessitates 
the change of p.era ravra to fiera ravr-qv (Bauer), referring to ttjv irpio- 
T-qv Karao-rao-iv, or the rejection of //.era ravra altogether. Bury thinks 
these words were introduced by a scribe "not understanding that 
tret S<oSeKoVu> referred to the starting point of the irpdrrj Karao-rao-is," 
and calls them " erroneously explicit." Kenyon and Reinach change 
SwSeKdVu) to TiTaprto, while v. Wilamowitz, though confessing that 
there is no palaeographical probability to support him, changes 
S<o8eKdVa> to iriixirTiti to make the number fit the dates ; as he says, "so 
zwingt die Rechnung " (Arist. u. Athen I, p. 23). I do not believe 
in the necessity of any emendation. Accepting the reading of the 
manuscript of the 'A0. iroX. (the only authority we have on the sub- 
ject), I assume that the first rvpawCs of Peisistratos lasted five years, 
and his first exile eleven. 

Concerning the second period of rule, Aristotle says (15. 1): /itra 
oe ravra, <os i^eireo-e to Sevrepov erei paXiora ej386p.u> pera rrjv KaOooov, — 
ov yap iroXvv xpovov Karei\tv, dXA[a] Sia to prj /3ovXeo-0ai Trj rov Meya- 
kXcovs dvyarpl o-vyyiyveoOai. 4>o(i-q$ei<s apcporepas ras <XTao-as vireijfjXOev ■ 

KOI 1TpS>TOV piv, KT€. 



1 This is properly characterized by Kaibel, Stil u. Text d. ttaK. 'A$. p. 155, as a 
" Periodenmonstrum." If Kenyon's reading «'s is correct, there must be some 
fault in the text lower down. The elimination of w's seems to be the easiest mode 
of emendation, but the rejection of xai before irpCyrov makes quite as good a sen- 
tence and better sense. That Karuxev for manuscript Kariax^ is necessary seems 
too evident to need argument. Nevertheless v. Wilamowitz, Arist. ti. Athen I, 
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Von Wilamowitz and Bury say this is nonsense, on the ground that, 
as Aristotle has not expressly called the first TvpavvU of five years 
short, he cannot say ov yap iroXvv \povov Karel^tv of the second rvpawis 
of six years. And indeed at first sight it does seem as if ov yap ttoXvv 
Xpovov Karetxev were intended to contrast the second rvpawls with the 
first. But on second thoughts it is evident that this is not the case. 
The passage in 14. 3, quoted above, ovttw St rrjs «px5 s tppi&p-evr]?, ktL, 
would also (but for the Ikto> ?t«) seem at first sight to refer to a very 
brief rule, for the apx*/ might be expected to be pretty firmly rooted 
before the lapse of five years. But the numeral has not been tam- 
pered with by anyone, and there is no excuse for tampering with it. 
Oviro) rrjs apxrjs ippi£(0fievi)s implies that throughout the five years the 
rule of Peisistratos met with constant opposition, so that it was 
unable to take firm root. If five years is not a long enough period 
to allow the rule to take firm root, a period of six years' occupation 
may fairly be considered short. " He was driven out in the seventh 
year, — for his power was not (as was seen the first time) such that 
he could maintain himself long." l 

p. 22, reads Kario-xf, which he carefully abstains from translating. The imper- 
fect is needed even if the verb refers only to the second period of rule ; but there 
is no reason why it should not refer to the first as well : " He did not (in either 
case) succeed in maintaining himself long in power." 

1 Comparison of these passages with Herodotos shows that the second rvpavvls 
is not contrasted as regards its length with the first. There is so much verbal 
similarity between Aristotle and Herodotos here, that, although Aristotle abbre- 
viates, amplifies, and even corrects Herodotos, his account is manifestly based in 
great part on that of Herodotos. We read then, Hdt. i. 60, Meri 6£ oi 
woWbv XP& V0V Tuvrb (ppovrjcravTes ot T€ tov MeyaK\4ovs ffTcurtujraL Kal oi toO KvKotipyov 
4%e\ativov(Ti ptv. ovria fiiv Heifflo'T paros fff% € T0 Trp^rov 'Aflijpas, Kal rfyv rvpavvlba ovkco 
K&pra (pp^apJvriv %xw airtfiahe. If Arist. 14. 3 omits the 01) ToMd^ xP^> vov i '' is 
because he regards oviroi ttjs ipxv* ^ppifwM^>")s a s a sufficient indication that the 
period of rule (five years) was not long. Nor can the failure of Herodotos to give 
the duration of the second rvpavvts be accepted as a proof that it was very short. 
He may not have known the exact dates (for he had apparently access to less 
complete information than Aristotle) or he may not have considered them impor- 
tant. It seems to me, too, that the story, Hdt. i. 61, about the neglect of the 
daughter of Megakles implies that the second period of rule lasted for some years. 
Certainly Bury's theory that the second rvpawls lasted but a few months is not 
supported by Hdt. i. 61, ra pjy vvv irpwra tupwre toCto i) yvvii, p.erh Si elre Io-to- 
pe6o-y etre Kal ov ^pdfei tJ euvrrjs Mijrpi, kt£., for it would seem but natural that 
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After the second rvpawk comes the second exile. Here Aristotle 
gives more information than Herodotos about Peisistratos's move- 
ments, yet it is evident here also that, whatever atthidographic or 
documentary evidence Aristotle may have consulted, he did not 
neglect Herodotos, whose account (i. 61) is as follows : diriKo/xevos Si 
«s Eperpiav i/3ov\tvero a/ia rot's irato-L ImrUio Si yv&pvqv viKrjo-avTos 
avaKTacrOai oirurat rr/v TvpawiSa, ivOavra rjyttpov Swriras, ktL . .- . 
62. 'E£ 'Eperpojs Si bpp,y)Q&VT£<s Sia. kvStKarov Iteos amKovro ovio-ia, ktL 
Aristotle, 15. I, 2, says : f) p.iv ovv irptaTt) KaQoSos i\yev\ero roiavrt]. 
p,era Se Tawa a>s cfeVecre . . . wpwrov pkv o-vvwieicre . . . lictiOev Si 
irapr/XOev . . . oOev . . . i\6tov eis 'TZperpiav ivSeKorio wakiv era. Toljt) 
TTpSirov avao-ipo-ao-Oai y8ia rrjv apxyv iire^iipci, ktL The verbal similarity 
is not striking, and some details are differently given ; nevertheless 
it seems to me pretty clear that Aristotle or his " source " had the 
account of Herodotos in mind. Sandys in his note on wakiv says 
this " confirms the account of Hdt., implying that Peisistratus had 
in the first instance retired to Eretria, though we are not expressly 
told so in the text." Herodotos does not tell us that Peisistratos 
went to any other place than Eretria, evidently regarding his other 
movements as unimportant so far as the narrative is concerned. 
Aristotle, on the other hand, mentions a number of other places, and 
ends by saying that Peisistratos went to Eretria before making his 
attempt to recover his power in Athens. It seems to me that the 
two accounts are to be reconciled, not by assuming that Peisistratos 
went first from Athens to Eretria, afterwards returning to the same 
place, but that Herodotos simply does not care to mention his move- 
ments before he reached Eretria. Incidentally, this might serve as a 
hint that those movements did not take many years and were not of 
the highest importance. Sandys' explanation of ttoXiv seems to me 
unsatisfactory. Still more unsatisfactory is Kaibel's remark (Stil u. 



some time must elapse before the wife would care to bring such an accusation 
against her husband. Then after Megakles himself became incensed, some 
further time may have elapsed before Peisistratos found it necessary to leave the 
city. The two years assumed by v. Wilamowitz might be long enough, but as 
there is no manuscript authority for two years and Aristotle says six, it seems not 
improbable that six may be right. 
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Text, p. 13) that itakiv seems to be inserted on account of the hiatus. 
That is no doubt the reason why traXiv stands just where it does, but 
it is by no means meaningless. The only question is, what does it 
mean, and what does it modify? Sandys takes it with i\0<i>v, for 
which I see no reason. I believe it belongs with lirexiCpti, and that 
it means not "back" but "again." 1 In the 'Ad. ttoA. the following 
cases of irdXiv occur : n. 2, ol 8e yvwpifioi (movrd) [ira]\iv rj rrjv avrrjv 
Tafiv awo&dxreiv 77, ktL, where -rraXiv may possibly mean " on the other 
hand," but more probably belongs with d,Tro8axreiv and means "again"; 
14. 4, irdXiv iwiKripvKevcrdiJLevoi, "again," referring to reestablishment 
of peace between the factions, not to the bringing back again (for 
this was the first time) of Peisistratos; 15. 2, our passage; 16.9, 
or e/oraroi 7raA.1v dVeAa/t/Safc paSicos, where it seems to emphasize the 
contrast between (Kireaoi and dve\dp./3ave, but may perhaps emphasize 
the repetition of the act of recovering the rule, "he recovered it 
again and again "; 20. 2, 6 S« 'Io-ayopas liriXuiroixtvos rfj Swdp.u 7raA.1i' 
eViKaAeo-a^evos tov KAeojuev^v, where irdXiv means "again," referring 
to the previous presence of Kleomenes (19. 5); 4. 3, irdXiv i£ vTrap^s, 
also denotes repetition; 12. 2, 3, 4, and 5 TrdXiv means "again," 



1 Herodotos uses the expression 6,itIkovto (5jtiW. Here b-alira does not cor- 
respond exactly to the iriXtv of Aristotle, for Herodotos uses 6irl<ra with dirmovTo, 
not with any word like iirex^lpei. In i. 61, i.va.KTa<r0ai diriffu ttji* rvpavviSa, and 
i. 130, airovrAvres Si 6-wtcrw Kare<rrpa<pd7)<ra,v IJ-&XV viKT)0ivres, and possibly in i. 68, 
/ierptfiras (sc. rbv venp6v) <rvve'x wffa birlau, iii. 75, el p.$i dvaKTrjiraiaro biriixa rrjv Apx^v, 
and vii. 57, Striata Si irepi iavrov rpixwv jjl-ei.v is rbv airbv riirov, the idea of itera- 
tion is implied if not expressed, but in all these cases there is a return to a former 
place or condition, so that it would be wrong to render diriKovro Sir lira in such a way 
as to imply distinctly that it was a second return. But in telling of the rules and 
exiles of Peisistratos, Herodotos seems by special phrases to mark the points from 
which he reckons time, e.g., i. 60, p.erd Si oi lroWbv XP^ V0V > ibid, ovtoi p.iv IIei<r£- 
(rrparos i'axe rb irpwrov 'AB^yas, 61, &iro\a(}<bv Si rijv rvpavviSa rpbirip rip elpi)p.(v(p. 
Now after the beginning of 61 there is no expression marking a fixed point of 
time. As Herodotos gives no period, even in the most indefinite way, for the 
second rvpavvls, he naturally reckons, in using the expression Sid ivSendrov Ircos, 
from his last fixed point, i.e., from the first restoration. Otherwise we might 
imagine that Sid. ivSetcdrov ereos was reckoned from the time of Peisistratos's arrival 
in Eretria. There may have been some special reason for dating in this way 
which is now no longer to be discovered. 
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though in a somewhat peculiar and restricted sense, as it merely 
introduces quotations from Solon's poems. 1 

Now if 7raA.iv means " again " and is joined with incxupu, the con- 
nexion of thought is as follows : — " Such was his first restoration. 
But after this, when he had been driven out, etc., coming to Eretria, 
he again undertook in the eleventh year (evidently after his pre- 
vious restoration) to recover his rule, and now for the first time he 
employed force." The restoration is the only thing repeated, so 
7raA.1v refers back to the previous restoration. But if this is the case 
cj/Se/caTw ctei cannot refer to anything else. The sentence is made 
obscure by its length, by the fault in the text in the early part, and 
to some degree also by the position of (3tq after dvaxrwaacrOai, which 
last is, however, accounted for by the hiatus that would be caused if 
(8ia stood where we should otherwise expect it, before dvao-<po-ao-&u. 

The second return of Peisistratos took place, then, in the eleventh 
year after the first. That leaves but four years for the second exile. 
This is, however, quite enough. To be sure Hdt., i. 61, says xpovos 
8U<f>v, but this does not necessarily mean a long time, nor need we 
assume that more than four years would be required for the business 
and the political combinations mentioned by Aristotle. Peisistratos 
had made up his mind to return, he had his sons to help him, and 
he was not the man to let the grass grow under his feet. 

Our chronology is then as follows: first rvpawis B.C. 560-555, first 
exile 555-544; second Tvpams 544-538, second exile 538-534; third 



1 12. 5 Sandys' text reads Kal Trd\iv 6vei5lfai> vpbs t&s vvrepov oi5t[<3>'] /icfi\ptfi<H- 
plus ifi(j>oTipaj>, and his critical apparatus gives no other reading except aSfts for 
ainwv. I would suggest airrov (or airoi), an objective genitive. 

This may be as good a place as any to suggest what I believe to be a new inter- 
pretation of the second line of the poem of Solon 12. 4, 
iydj dt r(av pkv o'vveKa £upi5ya70»' 
dTjftov, tI roirwv izplv Tvxeiv ^Travffdpvrjv ; 
I punctuate (after Jebb, Sandys, and others) with a question mark, and interpret 
not " why did I stop ? " but " in regard to which of these things did I stop before 
attaining it?" This seems to me to be demanded by lines 15-17, 

ravra p.tv Kpdrei 
p6/xov, ftiav re Kal diKrjp ffvvapfxbpas, 
[e/)]e|a, Kal 5irp\$ov a!s vrreffxbp-yv. 
If this interpretation is not new, it has hitherto escaped my notice. 
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Tvpawis 534-527. This gives as the total for the years of rvpawis 
5 + 6 + 7 = 18. But the fact that Aristotle gives all his dates in 
ordinal numbers makes it impossible for us to perform the addition 
with accuracy. The same fact, as has been observed by others, 
enables us to reconcile 'A6. iro\. 17. 1 d<£' ov p.ev Kario-Tr} rb irptarov 
rvpawos, err] rptd [ko] v [t] a Kal rpio. /3«oo-as, a 8' hi rfj apyrj hUp.uvtv, 
ivbs Siovra eiKOcri with Pol. viii. (v.) 12, 1315^, iv Irccri rpiaKovra Kal 
Tpicriv €TTTaKai8eKa irrj tovtiov irvpawtvo-ev, by supposing that in one 
reckoning the fractions of years are counted in the periods of rule, 
in the other in the periods of exile. 1 

So far as mere arithmetic is concerned there is no difficulty in 
accepting this chronology. It may be objected that the statement 
A6. tto\. 16. 9, Silo Kal ttoXvv -%p6vov l/tetvev (iv) [tij dpx3 Ka '3 ° T ' 
€Kirto-ot, irdkiv dve\d/tj8ave potowos and that 17. I, IleurioTpaTos jacv ovv 
iyKa.Teyypa<re ry ap\fj imply that the last period of rule was much 
longer than either of the other two. But there is nothing to show 



1 One point in this chronology deserves an additional word. The battle of 
Pallene is assigned to the year 534. Von Wilamowitz, Arist. u. Athen I, p. 24, 
says : " In der chronik des Eusebius steht (oder hat gestanden) der anfang des 
Peisistratos richtig zu ol. 54,4, der tod des Hipparchos zu 65,3 ; dazwischen steht 
Pisistratus apud Athenienses tyrannidem exercuit zu 59,3 oder 4, also 542 oder 41 : 
das kann nur die schlacht von Pallene meinen ... ich betrachte 541 als ein testes 
datum fur die schlacht von Pallene ; dass sie auch 542 gewesen sein kann, ist fur 
jene zeit eine unwesentliche differenz." Now there is a good deal of confusion 
in the Chronicle of Eusebius as it has come down to us, and such references as 
that of v. Wilamowitz do not help to clear matters up. The wording of his 
quotation is that given by Schoene for the versio Armenia, where the entire legend 
is : Pisistratus apud Athenienses tyrannidem exercuit et in Italiam migravit (cf. 
Syncellus, p. 454. 15: Heurl(TTpa.Tos ' AOrivaluv trvpivvevae Kal ek 'IraXlav vaprjXBev). 
Now it seems hardly fair to use the first half of this singular statement and 
neglect the second, though it is hard to see what the second means. Possibly for 
'iToXfaK we should read 'Epirpiav, but even then there remains plenty of difficulty. 
Perhaps some reference is intended to the sojourn of Peisistratos in Eretria or 
the assistance granted him by the Eretrians. At any rate, until some good 
explanation of the second part of the statement in Eusebius is offered, it seems 
rather daring to use the first part to fix the date of the battle of Pallene. Still, if 
the first part of the statement may be used apart from the second, it fits admirably 
the chronology I have proposed, for the year 541 is the middle year of the middle 
Tvpavvls of Peisistratos, and not very far from the middle year of his whole period 
of interrupted power, 560-527. 
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that t6. 9 refers to any one period of rule, in fact I should think it 
much more reasonable to refer it to the three periods collectively, 
and certainly if Peisistratos was already elderly when he obtained 
the power for the last time, a period of seven or eight years would 
justify the expression iyKa.reyrjpa.o-t. The ordinary duration of a 
Greek rvpams must, by the way, have been pretty short and un- 
certain if Aristotle finds it necessary to call attention to the long 
continuance in power of a man who ruled nineteen years in all, and 
those scattered through a period of thirty-three years. 

I have tried to interpret the text of the 'A0. iroX. without violent 
emendation. I hope I have succeeded in showing that the dates 
given in the manuscript do not disagree with the chronological data 
of Herodotos, and that the account of the tyranny of Peisistratos 
given in the 'A6. woX. contains nothing impossible, inconsistent, or 
unreasonable. 

Appendix. 

lophon, the Son of Peisistratos. 

Aristotle, 'A0. iro\. 17. 3 f., says ijoav Se Bvo p.iv Ik rrjs yafierrji, 
'linnets Kal "Iinrapxos, Suo Be e« ttjs 'Apyeias, 'Iocjbaiv kcu 'Hy^criaTparos, 
<S ■n-apuivvp.i.ov r\v ©eTTaXds. Zy-qp.o' yap Iltiowrparos «£ "Apyovi avopbs 
'Apyeiov Ovyarepa, $ ovo/ua rjv TopyC\os Ti/ucovao-o-av . . . oOev kcu r) irpos 
toiis 'Apyeiovs IvioT-q <j>iXia Kal (TW(.pM\i<ra.vTO yiXioi. Tr)v It! HaXXr/viSi 
IMyrrv 'Hyr)(ri.<TTpa.Tov Kop.(<ravros. yrjp.ai Be <j>a.<ri rr)v Apyuav 01 p.ev 
iKirvrovra to irpuiTov, 01 8e KaxixpvTa rr)v OLp\rjv. In 18. 2 it is said that 
Thessalos was vtcortpos iroXv than Hipparchos. As in 17.3 Hippias, 
the eldest, is mentioned before Hipparchos, the second son, it is 
probable 'that lophon, who is mentioned third, was older than 
Hegesistratos-Thessalos. But the last was old enough to bring a thou- 
sand horse to the aid of his father at the battle of Pallene. If that 
battle took place in 534 and Peisistratos married Timonassa during 
his first exile, Hegesistratos cannot have been more than twenty 
years old, even if he and lophon were twins. If, as is more 
probable, he was a year or more younger than lophon, it becomes 
evident that Peisistratos married Timonassa during his first period 
of power. This is, by the way, an argument against setting the date 
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of the battle of Pallene as far back as 542, for if that date were 
correct, the marriage with Timonassa must have taken place before 
Peisistratos first obtained the power in 560. 

Of Hegesistratos-Thessalos we know only that he was, according 
to Aristotle, the cause of the murder of Hipparchos, and that he was 
later (Hdt. v. 94) tyrant of Sigeion. Of Iophon nothing is known 
except what Aristotle tells us, from which it appears that he was the 
third son of his father. Von Wilamowitz {Arist. u. Athen I, p. 113) 
thinks Iophon was the tyrant of Sigeion, and that he may have taken 
his brother's more sounding name when the latter began to call him- 
self Thessalos, or perhaps that Herodotos is wrong. But the only 
reason for assuming a mistake in Herodotos or an exchange of 
names among the brothers (the like of which, Toepffer rightly says, 
is unheard of in Greece), is that Thuc. vi. 55 does not mention 
Iophon's name as appearing on the 0-777X17 irepl ri?s rw rvpdvvu>v 
aStKuii. Thucydides probably gives all the names mentioned on the 
stele, but the fact that the name of Iophon was not recorded does 
not prove him to be identical with the tyrant of Sigeion. So far as 
is known, only those were mentioned who had actually been tyrants 
(or were believed to have been tyrants, as Hipparchos) or were living 
when the decree was passed and the stele set up. As v. Wilamowitz 
shows, the stele cannot well have been set up before 479, and it is 
by no means improbable that Iophon was then dead. The fact that 
Hegesistratos, and not his elder brother (like himself half Argive), 
led the Argive horse to the battle of Pallene may be an indication 
that Iophon died even before that event. This seems more probable 
than that he lived through the period of his father's prominence, but 
allowed his younger brother to lead the Argive horse to Pallene, 
and afterwards to be tyrant of Sigeion, while he himself was of no 
importance. If, as Toepffer {Hermes XXIX, pp. 463 ff.) thinks, 
Hegesistratos-Thessalos was made an Athenian citizen, while 
Iophon was not (which would be an unaccountable piece of favor- 
itism on the part of their father), that might account for the 
omission of Iophon's name from the stele, but it would still not 
account for his absolute obscurity. The acknowledged son of 
Peisistratos could be made so utterly insignificant only by being 
hidden in the darkness of the grave. 



